1780-3]                  INTRODUCTION
Shallows of Pitt's time did not fulfil these manifold d systematically; for that would be alien to the haph; of the squires and far beyond their talents. Local slumbered as much as it worked; and just as the prefer the fitful barbarities of the Turks to the ev pressure of the Russian bureaucracy, so the villagers of C reign may have have been no more oppressed than trios and Italy are by a system fruitful in good works a officials and taxes. On this point it is impossible to for the Georgian peasantry was dumb until the years a loo, when Cobbett began to voice its feelings.
The use of the term " despotism " for the rule of th no exaggeration. They were despots in their ow: Appeals against the rulings of the local magistrates v costly and generally futile. It was rare to find legal their side; and the unaided wits of local landowners all the lesser crimes (many of them punishable with d assizes) and the varied needs of the district. With th« the peace it lay to nominate the guardians of the " visitors," who supervised the relief of the poor in the of parishes resulting from Gilbert's Act of 1782. The the Draconian game-laws was entirely in their hand too, in days when the right of sporting with firearms • to owners of land worth ;£ioo a year. Finally, lest tl be any community of sentiment between the benc dock, at the oft-recurring trials for poaching, the sarr money test was applied to all applicants for the hon of magistrate. The country gentlemen ruled the paris virtually ruled the nation.1 The fact was proclaimed acteristic insolence by the Lord Justice Clerk, Macque< field, in his address to the jury at the close of the trial Muir for sedition, at Edinburgh in August 1793: " ment in every country should be just like a Corpoj